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the following list of injuries which occurred during the years 
1878-86. It must, however, be understood that this is not to 
be regarded as a complete list of the accidents which occurred, 
for during the years 1878-80 I was nearly always travelling 
about, and was therefore unable to collect information of a 
satisfactory character. 


Year. 

Name of 
station. 

Lat. 

north. 

Description of accident. 

1884 . 

Bor 

6 12 .. 

Man killed ; house burnt. 

1880 . 

Lado 

5 1 .. 

Tree felled. 

1882 . 

• i) ■ * 

>: • • 

Man killed. 

1886 . 

Redjaf . . 


Two empty houses burnt. 

1883 . 

4 44 

Two men badly burnt. 

1886 . 

. ,, 

>> • * 

Woman killed. 

1883 . 

Wandi 

4 46 •• 

Flagstaff felled ; man bruised. 

1882 . 

• J* 

. Kabajendi ... 

>> 

House burnt. 

1880 . 

4 37 •• 

Storehouse burnt. 

1883 . 

Muggi ... 

4 8 • 

Two girls killed. 

1885 . 

Lahore ... 

,, 

House burnt; girl paralyzed. 

1881 . 

3 55 

Two boys killed. 

1879 . 

. Chor Aju ... 

3 48 

Tree felled. 

1881 . 

Chtfile ... 

3 34 •• 

House, with sheep, burnt. 

1883 . 

. ,, 

. Wadelai ... 

77 

Tree felled. 

1883 . 

2 37 •• 

J ) ■ • 

House burnt. 

1883 . 

. i) 

House, with calves, burnt. 

1878 . 

. Magungo ... 

2 14 .. 

Woman killed. 

1880 . 

Mahagi 

2 2.. 

Flagstaff felled. 

1878 . 

Kiroto 

2 

Tree felled. 

Captain Casati reports— 


1881. 

. Neolopo (Monbuttu)... 

Man badly burnt. 

1886. 

. Djuaia (Unyoro) 

Woman killed. 

1886 .. 

t> a 


One man killed ; one burnt— 




died in two days. 

1886. 

• >) >) 


Tree felled near observer’s 


house. 

These cases were all observed in our stations, with the excep¬ 
tion of two—one occurring in VVandi, in December 1882, and 
one in Redjaf, in November 1886. They all took place in the 
rainy, that is to say, in the cooler season. From the list you 
will see that two or three -times every year we suffer some 
damage from lightning strokes. It therefore does not appear 
that these accidents- are so rare as Herr von Danckelman 
supposes, at least in this part of Africa, and if travellers 
do not report such accidents, it is probably because of their 
short stay in definite places. I noticed, in Schweinfurth’s “ Im 
Herzen von Africa,” i. pp. 345-46, that six women were killed 
by a single flash of lightning. I may be also permitted to 
remark that in Unyoro and Uganda, countries which have a 
greater elevation than our own, the frequency of destructive light¬ 
ning-strokes is much greater. Uganda is the only country 
boasting of a lightning-conductor. Mr. A. M. Mackay has 
erected one there, to protect King Mwanga’s palace. Monbuttu, 
too, although having a lower elevation than Uganda and Unyoro, 
is celebrated for the frequency of accidents caused by lightning. 

In more northern latitudes—namely, at Fashoda, Khartum, 
and Berber—destructive lightning-strokes are nearly unheard of, 
whilst in Sennar they are not altogether infrequent. 

It is curious to notice that the Sudan Arabs have firmly con¬ 
ceived the idea that with every flash of lightning a piece of 
meteoric iron is thrown to the earth. They believe that who¬ 
ever is able to secure such a piece of iron has gained a great 
treasure, because they think that swords and knives made 
out of it can never be surpa sed in quality, and that their 
possession gives immunity from danger in battle, and affords 
protection against lightning-strokes. Sheik Nasr, who is the 
Chief of the Takkala Mountains, is said to have resisted all 
Egyptian attacks, and preserved his and his people’s independ¬ 
ence, on account of his possession of such a sword. Another 
superstition is, that fire kindled by a flash of lightning cannot 
be extinguished until a small quantity of milk has been poured 


over it. There seems to be some connection between these 
beliefs, inasmuch as water is believed to spoil meteoric iron : 
when working it, the blacksmith uses milk instead of water. 

Emin Pasha. 

An “Instructive” Bibliography of the Foraminifera. 

Under the title of “The (!) Bibliography of the Foramini¬ 
fera,” a remarkable production was published by Mr. Anthony 
Woodward in the Fourteenth Annual Report of the Geographical 
and Natural History Survey of Minnesota (St. Paul, 1886), and 
the work has lately been followed by a supplement—one of a 
series—in the Journal of the New York Microscopical Society for 
January 1888. Had the compiler not issued this supplement, 
previous criticisms might have sufficed, but, as he has again 
produced an extraordinary and untrustworthy list, it is incumbent 
onus to bring the work and its demerits before the notice of those 
who may be tempted to expect good results from using it. 

“The” Bibliography, as it first appeared, occupied some 
120 pages of the Minnesota Report, and it was hailed with some 
satisfaction. When put to the test, however, it was found to be 
absolutely untrustworthy—-dates, pages, volumes, and other im¬ 
portant details being incorrect. It therefore became necessary for 
the worker to see and examine every unknown or new entry, and 
to correct when necessary. The result fully justified this labour, 
for the whole thing was soon found to be comparatively useless 
in its uncorrected condition. To begin with, it was evident from 
the number and nature of the typographical errors that the 
proofs had not been corrected. Apart from this, however, there 
are more serious defects, for which excuse must be difficult. The 
compiler uses freely Mr. Brady’s excellent bibliography appended 
to the Challenger Report on the Foraminifera, but he does more 
—he reproduces in his lists precisely the same printers’ errors that 
appeared in Brady ! It is therefore evident that the American 
compiler neither saw the books he entered in. his lists, nor 
troubled to verify the entries. Here are a few examples :— 

P. 251.—Terquem’s papers on the Foraminifera of the Oolitic 
series. “ Pt. 1, in the Bulletin de la Sec. d'Histoire Nat. du 
Pep. de la Moselle , 1868 ; the remainder published by the author.” 
Some of these “remainder” were published in the Mem. Ac. 
Imp. Metz , and it is so stated on the separate copies, 

P. 271.—Neugeboren, J. L. Berieht zu den in den Jahrg. 
LII. und LIIL, &c. This is nonsense, it was a printer’s error 
for I., II., and III. In the same entry Brady gives a wrong 
volume ; Woodward does the same ! 

P. 224.“Reade, J. B. Mr. Brady gives a wrong date ; Mr. 
Woodward copies him, and does the same. 

The names of authors form another stumbling-block. Some of 
these are positively offensive. 

P. 196.—Karrer, F., L. F. Pourtales, &c. Two papers, both 
on the same page in Brady. The paper quoted should read 
Pourtales, L. F. 

P. 218.—King, Wm. This is true, but if the paper had been 
consulted, the compiler would have found that the Foraminifera 
were described by Jones, T. R., in King, Wm., &c. 

P. 225.—Seguenza. This paper was written by Brady on 
Seguenza’s genus ! 

P. 226.—Stewardson, G. This author is probably Dr. George 
Stewardson Brady, F. R.S. ! 

P. 227.—Thompson, W. Sir C. Wyville Thomson is con¬ 
fused with a somewhat obscure author of fifty years ago. 

P. 266.—Jozsef-toi, S. Can one believe that this is the 
compiler’s serious attempt at Dr. Jozsef Szabo, of Budapest! 

In all these cases, and numerous others besides, it would have 
been to the compiler’s credit if he had placed “ [not seen]” at the 
end of his entry, for it is surely far worse to acknowledge 
acquaintance with papers, and to quote them thus carelessly, 
than to have never seen them at all. 

The next offence is the frequent duplication of entries. The 
following examples will suffice :— 

Pp. 228, 229.—Wallich on the Radiolaria as an order of the 
Protozoa. A reference to the Pop. Sci. Rev. would have shown 
this. 

P. 244.—Leymerie, Mem. sur le terrain a Nummulites, &c. 
Again a reference would have shown these entries to be the 
same. 

P. 268.—Koch, Ueber einigen, &c. The same remark applies 
to this as to the last, and indeed to all similar carelessnesses. 

The quotation of notices of papers from various scientific 
journals, unaccompanied by references to the original places of 
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publication is a frequent and a grossly careless error, for in every 
case the information is forthcoming. Examples are :—■ 

P. 225.—Siddail, Nature, vol. xv.—instead of Annual 
Report Chester Sot. Nat. Sci. 

P. 230,—Williamson, Nature, vol. xvii.—instead of Proc. 
Manchester Lit. Phil. Soc. 

P. 250.—Suess, Quart. Journ. Geol. Soc., xxvi.—instead of 
Verh. k. k. geol. Reichs. 

Moreover, the hopeless nature of his published errata may 
indicate that the author was somewhat ashamed of his work, and 
it is difficult to understand why the book was not stopped and 
reprinted, before it was allowed to pass into circulation. 

Enough has now been said of the original work—that is, the 
first attempted list; we will now pass on to the supplement I. 
In this, at least, we might have hoped that the compiler would 
have profited by experience, and used more care. There is 
certainly a difference in the proportion of typographical errors, 
but such details as volumes are still rather wild (Bull. Soc. Geol. 
France, for 1886, is quoted here and there as vol. x., xiv., 
&c.). We gather from the perusal of his supplement many 
things we could not understand in the original work. We recog¬ 
nize that the compiler is neither a born bibliographer, nor 
acquainted with scientific literature. We observe with satis¬ 
faction that the words “ [not seen]" occur more frequently than 
in the earlier work, but can it be possible that the author has 
seen a copy of Silvestri’s paper noted on p. 62 ? It is exceed¬ 
ingly rare, it does not exist in English libraries, and the writer 
of this has only seen two- copies, both of which were sent to 
him from Italy. It w'ould have been interesting to learn the 
pagination of so scarce a paper : the title as it at present stands 
is strongly suggestive of a bookseller’s catalogue. And surely it 
was worth the compiler’s while to quote Ehrenberg properly 
(p. 65) while the book was presumably lying open before him ? 
The book also is known as “ Monatstericht” not “ Verh and- 
lungen ,” that is a secondary title. A very careless error is seen 
on p. 57, where Orbitolina conoidea , Alb., and O. discoides. Alb., 
are quoted. The original gives Albin Gras as the authority, whose 
paper on the subject, moreover, is well known. There should 
not have been confusion here. On pp. 64, 65, 71, 72, and 74, 
the same careless duplication of entries occurs as seen in the 
first attempted bibliography. But worse than all, perhaps, is the 
rendering of different versions of the title of one publication. 
A good instance of this is seen on pp. 66 , 67, where six variants 
of Verh. k. k. geol, Reichs. are used, some (Ver. K. K. Geol.) 
being quite unintelligible to the uninitiated. On p. 72 we see 
two versions of Ann. Soc. Beige Microsc., and only those familiar 
with the book would recognize readily “ Vierteljahrsschrift d. 
Zur. Natur. Gesellsch." (p. 74', with its chief word abbreviated. 
The compiler should remember that there is no necessity to 
quote, but, if he quotes, he should quote correctly. 

It is needless to waste space on such clumsinesses as Prof. 
Wm. King, S.C.D. (?D.Sc.) (p. 1), or Jahrbtcch. Geol. Reicht. 

It is also advisable to have some method even in printing. The 
compiler of this list uses roman and italics indiscriminately for 
titles of works (p. 71, Steinmann—where more prominence is 
thus given to the review than to the original work), while on 
p. 63, in the entry Alth, the word Rozprawy begins the title of 
the book, and has nothing whatever to do with the title of Dr. 
Alth’s paper. 

Many of these errors and defects might have been avoided had 
the compiler been accustomed to public libraries, or even en¬ 
deavoured to find out the common books of reference, always at 
hand in these places. No bibliographer should ever think of 
working in scientific literature without hisCarus and Englemann, 
his Scudder, and his Bolton, and for an American to omit to do 
so is sinful. No greater mistake was ever made by a writer than 
that made by the compiler, when he wrote in his preface that he 
had enjoyed facilities not enjoyed by many scientific students, 
those facilities afforded by the great public libraries of New 
York. We know what the resources of those libraries are, and 
the production which calls for this letter does not shake our 
faith in them. “ Instructive ” this bibliography certainly is, but 
not in the sense intended by its compiler. 

Chas. Davies Sherborn. 


Density and Specific Gravity. 

May I ventilate a point in mechanical definition which has 
perplexed students within my experience—the use of the words 
density and specific gravity? 


We are usually told that the quantity of matter in a body—as 
it is now called, the mass of the body—is proportional to the 
volume and density conjointly. This is Newton’s definition of 
density (see also Thomson and Tait’s “Natural Philosophy,” 
§ 208). Thus, if M be the mass, V the volume, and p the 
density of a body, we have— 

M = pV . . . . . (1) 

if the unit of mass be taken as the unit of volume of a substance 
of standard density. 

Again, we are told that specific gravity is the ratio of the weight 
of the given body to the weight of an equal volume of some 
standard substance (Besant’s “Hydrostatics and Hydrodynamics,” 
§ 13). Since weights are simply proportional to masses, it follows 
that the numerical values of specific gravities and densities are 
exactly the same. It would seem better, under these cir¬ 
cumstances, to use one word only to express the one physical 
property. Accordingly, we find that specific gravity is dis¬ 
appearing from many of our best books (I think from Thomson 
and Tail’s “Natural Philosophy,” for example), though it still 
holds its place to puzzle students in examinations, and therefore 
teachers are compelled to make the best of it they can. 

But this is not the whole evil. The definition of specific 
gravity is usually followed by the equation— 

W = sV .(2) 

where W is the weight, s the specific gravity, and V the volume 
of the body. This equation is, no doubt, usually accompanied 
by the caution that the unit of weight chosen is not the unit of 
force proper to other dynamical equations, and for this reason 
the equation 

W = pVg . (3) 

is far to be preferred. 

If equation (2) is of practical value, would it not be as well 
to define specific gravity in accordance with it, and say that 
specific gravity is the weight of unit volume of the substance ? 
Thus, the specific gravity of water would be expressed by 
62*5 lbs. avoirdupois in RritFh units, or by 1 gramme inC.G.S. 
units. I believe this would have the advantage of conveying a 
perfectly definite idea to minds which dislike such abstractions 
as mass and density. L. Cumming. 

Rugby, March 31. 


“ Coral Formations.” 

Mr. Mellard Reade last week (April 5, p. 535) pointed 
out an error in my calculations which I had myself discovered 
when too late, and had intended to correct in sending you a 
further note on some experiments which are now in progress. 

Mr. Reade seems to make use of my arithmetical blunder, and 
apparently attempts to discredit my experiments, and the new 
views as to coral-reef formations ; but I leave the matter to those 
who have a practical knowledge of the subject. 

The corals experimented upon were of the class known as hard 
corals, and consequently the amount dissolved must be much 
smaller, I imagine, than that dissolved from the softer varieties, 
such as Porites. The first experiment (p. 462) gives the highest 
result, but I have no reason to doubt that the rate of solution 
deduced therefrom is far below that actually taking place in the 
tropical areas of the Pacific and Indian Oceans. 

1 do not consider that Mr. Reade has given an answer to Mr. 
Irvine’s pertinent question, though he would have it appear that 
an answer is patent to everyone, and he must not take up your 
space with such a trivial matter. 

Mr. Murray, speaking of his tow-net experiments in his Royal 
Institution lectures, says:—“ I give this calculation more to 
indicate a method than to give even the roughest approximation 
to a rate of accumulation of deposits. The experiments were 
too few to warrant any definite deductions ” ; and he is evidently 
satisfied that we have no knowledge, other than relative, as to 
the rate of accumulation of calcareous deposits. 

It is at once evident to all who have used the tow-net, that 
Mr. Murray’s experiments afford a very slender basis for calcu¬ 
lations. Probably not more than one-fourth of the water in the 
track of the tow-nets actually passed through the nets, and not 
more than one-half of the organisms that entered them were 
retained; the Coccospheres, Rhabdospheres, and small Fora- 
minifera, for instance, passing through and escaping with the 
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